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THE “POLYGLOT” ARABIC TEXT OF DANIEL
AND ITS AFFINITIES'

HENRY 8. GEHMAN
UNIVERAITY OF PENNSYLVANIA

OTH the Paris Polyglot (1645) and the London Polyglot
(1657) contain an Arabic translation of the entire Bible.
The fact that both Le Jay and Walton included this language
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in their two monumental works shows that in the judgment of
both editors the Arabic versions were of considerable importance
and had to be reckoned with in any comparative study of texts
and translations. In this connexion we note in the Instituti
Operis Ratio of the Paris Polyglot this extravagant and uncritical
statement: Arabicus contextus septima et postrema divini
aedificii Columna est. Eum omnes Orientales Ecclesiae magno-
pere venerantur: vel hinc mazimam mutuatur commendationem,
quod S. Hieronymi saeculo, quidam e sacris libris hac lingua
scripti reperirentur, quorum auzilio librum Iob in seplingentis
ferme aut octingentis versibus, ut ex praefixa huic libro prae-
fatione manifestum est, restituil. Indeed the mere fact that
Arabic for many years has been the lingua franca of the East
should have caused scholars to devote more attention to the
Arabic translations of the Bible out of linguistic interest alone.

Walton in his Prolegomena XIV, 18, on the testimony of
Avugustinus Justinianus Episcopus Nebiensis, states that there
were two Arabic versions of the Old Testament in vogue among
the Christians. He had used both of them and calls the one
recension the Syriac and the other the Egyptian from the two
regions in which they were respectively read. Cornelius a Lapide
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names the one the Antiochean and the other the Alexandrian,
This view is quoted by Ddderlein, Eichhorn’s Repertorium, IV,
60—61. He odds, however, Vermuthlich gab es noch mehrere,
and cites Franz Nazari who refers to an Alexandrian, Antiochean,
Babylonian, and Syrian recension. Cornill, opere citato, p. 49,
also makes reference to the Egyptian and the Syriac recensions
in the Arabic.

‘Walton notes besides (loc. cit.) that there was a third Arabic
version of the Scriptures prepared by Johannes Episcopus
Seviliensis in 719 (sic). According to the Spanish Chronicle® this
translation was made in the reign of Don Pelayo, the first year
of whose reign was 719 A. D. and 99 (sic) according to the
Mohammedan reckoning.® It appears that this rendering was
made between the end of the fourth and the end of the sixth
year of his reign. The chronicler, after mentioning the close of
four years of this reign, says that he has nothing important to
record for the fifth year!, and in the course of his narrative he
comes to tho translation of the Bible into Arabic. Shortly
after this he mentions the conclusion of six years of the reign
of Don Pelayo. It seems, therefore, reasonsble to assume that
this Arabic recension® of the Bible was made in 724 A. D.

t Primera Crinica General, Estoria de Espaiia que mandé componer
Alfonso el Sebio y se continuaba bajo Sancho IV en 1289. Publicada por
Ramén Menéndex Pidal, Madrid, 1806, Tomo L, sub El Rey Don Pelsyo.

3 El primero anno del su regnado fue en la era de 7567 quando andaun
el anno de Ja Encarnacion en 719, e el dell imperio dé Leon en 6, e del
papa Gregorio en 9, e ei de Carlos rey de Francia en £, e el de Vlit
rey de los alaraues en 11, e el de los alaraues en 98, He makes an error
of about & year in the Mohammedan reckoning.

4 Del quinto anno del regnado del rey don Pelayo non fallamos
ninguna cosa que de coutar sea que a la estoria perteneses si mon tanto
que mario Omar rey de los alarsues e finco su hermano Yzid por rey et
sennor del regno ...

8 Op. cit, Tomo I, 326: En aquel tiempo otrossi fue en Seuilla e]
sancto obispo Johan., omne de mui grand santidad et de buena uida et
santa, gue era llamado de los alaraues por su arsuigo Caeyt almatram;
et era mui sabio en la lengua arauigs e fizo Dios por el muchos mirag-
los; et traslado las santas escripturas en araunigo, at fizo las esposiciones
dellas segund la santa escripturs, et assi las dexo despues a su muerte
pora los qui niniessen despues del.
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Padre Juan de Mariana (1537 —1624), Historia General de
Espana, VII, 3, also says® that John, Bishop of Sevilla, trans-
lated the Bible into Arabic with the intention of helping the
Christians and the Moors, since Arabic was widely and com-
monly used by all. Juan de Mariana adds that copies of this
translation were preserved until his day and seen in some parts
of Spain.

It is & marvel with what rapidity Arabic was adopted in the
conquered territories; in fact it seems to have spread like wild-
fire. Now if there was need for an Arabic recension in Spain
thirteen years after the conquest, we should think that the
Christians of the Orient used one before this date. It seems
clear from our Spanish references that this Arabic version
produced in Spain was not a mere academic exercise. Graf
(op. cit.) makes no reference to this work by the Bishop of
Sevilla, but p. 27 he records an Arabic translation of the four
Gospels. In this collection, Luke (and presumably the others
also) was translated by Isaak Velasquez of Cordoba in A. D.
946. There is no doubt that the Christians in the East required
an Arabic recension long before this edition of the Gospels
appeared in Spain.

It is not improbable that there were Arabic versions of the
Secriptures or at least of certain books of the Bible, during the
seventh’ and eighth centuries. When the Mohammedans became
masters of Egypt in the seventh century, the connexions between
the Melchite Church and Constantinople were disturbed and
finally severed. Dr. Rhode very aptly suggests that the Melchite
Church had no vernacular language to form a barrier, as it
were, against the encroachments of the Arabic language which,

¢ Contemporéneo dellos fué Juan, prelado de Sevills, que tradujo la
Biblia en lengua ardbiga con intento de ayudar a Jos cristisnos y a los
moros, 8 causa que la lengus ardbiga se usabe muchbo y comunmente
entre todos; la latina ordinariamente ni se ussba ni ee sabis. Hay
algunos traslados desta traduccién, que se han conservado basta nuestra
edad, y se ven en algunos lugares de Espafia.

1 Tabar1 (Ed. De Goeje, II, 399) notes, A. H. 61, that ‘Abd Allab, son
of the conqueror of Egypt, read the book of Daniel, while be was with
his father in that country. Although he does not state what version it
was, it may have been an Arabic translation,
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with the beginning of the eighth century, was forced upon the
conquered people. Under these conditions the Melchites at an
early date would have adopted the language of everyday life,
the Arabic, even in their liturgy. On the other hand, the native
Egyptians were at first favoured by the Arabs and also, as is
natural, clung more tenaciously to their Coptic vernacular. It
was easier for the Greek settlers to adopt the language of the
new rulers than for the native Egyptians to give up their national
tongue. This explains why the Monophysites did not umtil a
later date require an Arabic version of the Bible. If the
Spanish Chronicler is correct in placing the Arabic translation
of Sevilla at 724, there is no doubt that the Christians in the
East who spoke the language of the Koran and who were in a
thoroughly Arabic environment needed an Arabic Bible at just
as early a date. In fact we should think that the Alexandrian
and Antiochean Arabic recensions were made before that time.

The London Polyglot appeared in 1667, and in its Praefatio,
p- 4, we note that the Arabic text of the Paris Heptaglotia is
based on a manuscript which had been written three bundred
years previously and brought to light by Gabriel Sionita who
edited it for publication in Le Jay's Polyglot. On the following
page, § 15, we are informed that in various places Sionita's
manuscript had been defective and that consequently the editor
used different manuscripts to correct and supplement the Arabic
text for the Londou Edition. One of these manuscripts is now
in the Bodleian Library.

Since the hook of Daniel is our theme, we may in this con-
nexion refer to an Arabic edition of this book that is not gener-
ally known. Eichhorn, Einleitung I1, 262 — 263, makes mention
of what he calls an unimportant translation of Genesis, Psalms,
and Daniel directly from the Hebrew into Arabic by R. Saadias
Ben Levi Asnekoth, a learned Jew of Morocco, who lived in
the first half of the seventeenth century. Needless to eay, this
translation has no textual value, although it is interesting to
know that such a piece of work was done; it is found in manu-
script number 5503 in the British Museum.

Without disparaging the work performed by scholars in this
field, the Arabic versions still offer an unexplored region for
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biblical students. Wald (op. cit.), in his comparison of the Poly-
glot text with the readings of the Sixtine edition, noticed that
Daniel is a translation of the Alexandrian recension of Theo-
dotion. He also found some passages where the Alexandrian
text was not followed. Although he does not give us a detailed
analysis and accurate study of the book, he started on a path
which few scholars have followed. He saw the possibilities of
the Arabic version, for he concludes (op. cit., p. 211): Aus diesen
Anzeigen und der Diisces der alexandrinischen Recension lift
sich mit einiger Wahrscheinlichkeit mutmafen dap diese ara-
bische Ubersetzung . . . eur kritischen Geschichte der Ubersetzung
des Theodotio viel beilragen werde. Hyvernat, Arabes (Versions),
op. cit. also sees the value of the Arabic translations: Les ver-
sions arabes w'ont donc pas beaucoup I antorilé, cependant la
eritigue y trouve parfois des variantes qui jetlent une lumidre
inespérée sur la version syriaque et surtout sur la version
alexandrine. En tout cas elles occupent une place importante
dans Uhistoire de la Bible. We may also in this connexion note
the observation of Vaccari, Biblica, II, 402: Spero che il dotto
letlore, se avrd la pazienza di sequirmi, crederd non inutile la
mia fatica, e penserd con me, che le antiche versioni arabe della
Bibbia, anche le fatte di seconda mano su allre versioni, non
meritano poi quel disprezzo in cui generalmente le tengomo
gl eruditi.

About a year ago my preceptor, Professor James A. Mont-
gomery, suggested the advisability of making a study of the
“Polyglot” Arabic version of Daniel. For the first seven chap-
ters I compared the Paris and London Polyglots word for word
with each other as I collated them with the Greek text as
published by Swete. In every instance the two versions were
the same, except that Walton omits 3 24-90, T6v Tpidy Fa1ddv
alvears. Chapters 8—12 were collated from the London Poly-
glot, but all difficult or suspected passages were compared with
the readings of the Paris edition. In all cases they were the
same except in the case of one diacritical mark which will be
noted below. Walton concludes with Chapter 12, while directly
after this chapter Le Jay adds 14, ..L.a." Jus yas. It is note-
worthy that the London Polyglot makes such “a faithful copy
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of the book of Daniel from the Paris edition. Thia is in marked
contrast to what Cornill observes on the Arabic texts of Ezekiel
(op. cit., pp. 49—56); in that case the Paris Polyglot represents
the Egyptian recension, while the London edition reproduces the
Syriac tradition.

All the collations have been compared with the variants listed
in Holmes-Parsons, and in this labour Professor Montgomery
generously aided me and also gave me access to his unpublished
studies on the Book of Daniel. The results of his investig-
ations® which have a bearing on the Arabic version may be
summed up in this diagram:

Hexaplar — QrP(slestinian) V62, 147

/\

Lucian Or C(onstantinopolitan)
29, 36, 48, 51, 231, ¢ A, Q, 106, 35, 230, 42

The Arabic recension as published in the two Polyglot Bibles
i8 a representative of the Origenian Constantinopolitan text.
The evidence of the collations is so overwhelming that there is
no doubt about this matter. In many cases it corrects A and
also 106, but it consistently follows the group® In fact it is one
of the best representatives of the OrC group that we have; in
making any study of the Constantinopolitan text the Arabic
stands on a par with the Greek aud cannot be left out of account.
It is rather remarkable that the Arabic-speaking Melchite Church
had such a pure representative of the group.

The misprints in the Arabic text are very few. In 4 (23) 20,
both have .\Lad, for iy In 9 1, the London Polyglot
wrongly reads Jj.gl for (aa{ which the Paris edition has cor-
rectly. In 105, both versions read (ghisze for (3hize; in
1130, both texts have slxkas for lxaad; also pbaiz, for

oBixs In 12 10, both Bibles have olsy ey Which doubtless
is a misprint for ul’) Oy These errors reveal how closely
‘Walton reprinted Le Jay's text.

¢ See the preceding essay by Professor Montgomery, pp. 288 ff.
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It is rather noteworthy how readily the Greek language lends
itself to be turned into Arabic. We have in Daniel not only
a faithful translation, but also an excellent and fluent rendering;
it is literal without being literalistic. This is partly due to the
genius of the Arabic tongue to express the spirit of the Greek,
but also to the ability of the translator, who apparently was
well acquainted with both languages. In this study I shall at-
tempt not only to produce an array of facts and proofs, but also
to visualize the tmnslator at his task and present the psychology
of his work.

It is hardly necessary to quote any verses to show how worthy
the translation is. The excellency of a rendering can sometimes
be felt, rather than be expressed by words or proved by haphaz-
ard excerpts; an estimate of its quality is gained rather by
reading the work as a whole than by mechanically quoting
extracts. The translator’s method, however, can by appreciated
by a few observations.

He is literal, but good. Among many examples take 7 26
xai Ty apxr;v peTacTicovay Tou a¢awa’at xai To0 a'rokea'at 2
mterestmg to note how the Arabic lends 1tself to be literal and
yot idiomatic. Thus 7 13, épxduevos v is rendered by UL(

La3l. The translator does not always feel himself bound to in-
terpret the cases literally; thus a preposition may be employed,

as in 2 48; there dpxovra oarpawiy is turned into GLg Ll

G ! sllas. Sometimes conjunctions are not rendered liter-

ally; in those cases the meaning remains apparent from the
general context. Thus 4 (8)5, & $\Oev Aawujh is translated

simply by Julo Jads. On the other hand the failure to trans-
late a conjunction literally may present a more graphic picture
of the situation. Thus in 7 4, éfedpovy &ws ob éferin Ta TTepa
avtiis, the effect is heightened: Uaays lolalis 18]y w’hb,
Occasionally in passages where Theodotion is stiff and lifeless,
the translator infuses a spirit into his work. As an example of
this take 9 18, &7t ﬁmip'ropuv xal év Taiy adigis uoy Kai TOV
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xarépwy fuay lepovoaliu xai 6 Nads aov eis dvediauor éyévero
év Taow Tois Wepuixhp Judv; wl‘m, Lisledbsy Lilkaat GY
u,a c’i&' Ne )Lll-' M)L‘, P__Au, ﬁL} u’-_N..L" Li-_’L.l'
Sometimes the Arabic is more emphatic than the Greek: 4 (33) 30,
adry T dpa, Lgians Rellll 3do &’ Simple sentences of the
Greek are rendered into Arabic expressions that are just as
simple, but with the Arabic touch perhaps a little more attrac-
tive. 923, 610 arnp Embumiy ov o, w0l wlyga) d>y A3Y, is
just as plain in the Arabic.

We meet also passages where the translator, in interpreting
the meaning of the sentence, amplifies the expression. Thus in

231, xal 7 wpooons avrii ireppepis reads in Arabic, Lgzalb,
10 »Lgall iyuiS. Tikewise in 234, xal iNéwrwer airols e
Télos the translation is made very clear by a slight addition :
Bl )Ll Legioy. In one instance the translation would

have been clear without any supplementary phrase, but in spite of
this it has been added. Thus 11 40 cvwxepaTiobioerar is rendered
by iy Lizs. This may be due to dittography of cwxepars.
It is continually apparent that although the translator is
literal, be is interpreting, not words, but ideas. Although the
group in 12 ¢ reads efrov, he does not forget that two persons
are speaking, and consequently he employs the dual, Yls. Like-
wise in 7 4, he has recourse to the dual: &ovra 7repd,
UJL’U“-‘; #Tepa avris, olalis. On the other hand, in 1127,
for aupdrepor of Baoikeis, he feels free not to use a dual,

e s’J,J.J!,. This again reveals our translator as a man who
allowed himself some flexibility in his renderings.

The translator does not feel obliged to use a standard form
or expression for the same idea. In 3 21, xai éfNOnaar e To
péoov Th xauivou, the To uéaov is not translated, L‘J,;' < |’i.",.
There is & possibility that his manuscript did not have 7o uéaor,
gince verses 11 and 15 both read, with a passive verb, eix T
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xajuvov, 0’5'! & the same phrase is used in verse 20 with the
active. On the other hand, he may have been influenced by his
translation of verses 11, 15 and 20, and since the sense was the
same, not have taken the pains to translate 7o uéocov. We should
note, however, that in verses 23 and 24 where we find el uéoor
Tis xapivov and év uéoy respectively, the Arabic correspondingly
has uﬁ' b, < and b, & ‘We are hardly justified in
asserting that the absence of b, < in verse 21 proves that
T0 péroy was not in the Greek origi:fal which was in the hands
of the author of our recension. On the whole, he impresses us
as being a man of originality and with some independence of
judgment. Now in 3 83 we read: Tdve wposiAfev NaBovyodo-
votn')p wpos Ty OVpav Tis xamivou Toi Tupds Ths xawopévys. In

the Arabic Tiv @vpav is not translated: )..Zus FM 03.*5
o.i,.z." )G.'l \;)7';. 5'1 The meaning, of course, is practically
the same, and ucco;dingly the translator may have chosen not
to be painfully literal.

To avoid a literal translation, the seventh conjugation with the
nominative may be employed to render a direct object. Thus in
9 27 where A reads rarawaioe Quoiaanipiov xai Quaiay, the Arabic
has EL’"'U" 1)l ikis, The ultimate sense is the same.

‘We should also note the device that Arabic has for render-
ing Greek compounds literally: 3 52, xai Jrepvroduevos, Syds
‘?JL.:.J!; xai Urepawerdy, C;...H Sydy 359, xai Urepéviofos,
E,sJ le.“ \5,‘,’ Ktl; "'"GP"W';’; C;ﬂh‘” d’-’,-

Although the author of the Arabic version was a good trans-
lator, he is not entirely free from literalism. In 11 22, xai Spa-
Xfoves Tob m-ra:k:f{ov-roc xaTax\vedioovrar, where A, 106, and
230 of the group insert «ai after the participle, the Arabic liter-
ally follows its original, ub;.tp u“;i..." L=|).'>,. In 104, he
is 8o faithful to his manuscript that in Timypes "Eddéxe) he traps-
lates the former and transliterates the latter, JS135! u.:m
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Apparently he did not recognize in this doublet the gloss which
had crept into his text; Téypis undoubtedly was originally a
scholium on ‘Eddéxex.

In the case of official terms, a compound word may be trans-
lated literally. Thus Towdpxa: 3 2—3 is rendered exactly by
col,.." :L..;); in the same passages oTparryol is translated
by ‘.uJ_.I, just as we may refer to the army, not as a body of men,
but as a department. We meet ocarpdwa: 'satraps’ in 2 4s;
3 04; and 6 1. Now this is an Old Persian word, z3afra-pivan,
‘the lord or protector of a region, kingdom, or imperium’. In
finding an equivalent for this word, the translator made a com-
bination that emphasizes only one of the functions of a satrap,

L;.’,JJ :L.Ih.g i. e., the commander-in-chief of the army in his
own district or satrapy.

In the case of the words ‘kings’ and ‘kingdom’, the trans-
lation of xai év Tais juépais Tov Baohéww éxeivov (2 44) by gi’

oAt &l oLt and Tpeis Baoeis (112) by wllen X3,
does not imply that the translator had before him a different
text. In his renderings he frequently displays some originality
and by using the word for ‘kingdom’, he did not materially alter
the sense.

Semitisms in the Greek bave been correctly understood. Thus
in 3 3¢, the reading of the group ols é\dAnoas wpor adrovs, is

turned literally into (g er el ¢.\J’ {. Of course the trans-
lator could not have done otherwise with this passage. In 101s,
we have another and more difficult Semitism; xai xpooé@ero nai
#paté pov which is aptly represented by giweds ole,. This
does not imply that the translator bad at his elbow the Hebrew
or the Syriac versions and solved un-Greek idioms by referring
to the readings in either of these langnages. We may rather
assume that the expression seemed so natural to him that he
found no difficulty in accurately rendering it into Arabic. In
213, we apparently have another Semitism: xai 76 ddyua éEfNOev
xai ol gogpoi awexréworro, This the translator very neatly ren-

ders, JL K41 Jaiy I)‘i Erb,-
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Among Semitisms we may also classify uavva, 2 46, which re-
presents Aramaic 11AD; this is rendered by Liidse, a plural.
It appears, accordingly, that uavva was understood as a plural
noun. Now it is possible that the translator recognized this

word as Semitic, and by comparing it with C)p derived the correct
meaning. On the other band, he may have had a gloss in his
manuscript; 36 has d@poy in the margin in another hand.
Similarly, a Semitism is discernible in’ E¢adawd, 11 45, which
in A and 106 appears as é ¢padvd. To one knowing Arabic,
this suggested ul:);, and accordingly our translator rendered
it by a synonym Jgu )\Ke e
When we come to the three Aramaic words, Mawj, Oexér,
®apés, in 5 25, we notice that they are not transliterated, but
rendered into Arabic by passive participles, B puaile
ie. Now it is quite probable tbat our tmnslator arrived

at this interpretation from the explanation of these words in
verses 26, 27, and 28. We may wonder whether he knew Aramaic
or Syriac and recognized in Mawj the Qal passive participle of
713D; then by analogy he may have translated the other two
by the passive. On the other hand it is just as likely that be-
caunse the second and third are defined in Greek by the passive,
the first by analogy was also rendered into the same voice. We
hardly have a right to expect our translator to recognize the
double entente that is latent in these three Aramaic words.
What be has given us is a fluent and approximately correct
translation of the passage.

It seems, indeed, rather conclusive that the translator had
no Hebrew or Syriac manuscript by means of which he could
discover the original meaning of a passage which is ambiguous
in Greek. In 1119, cai acOemjoe: kai weoeirar cai ovx €,
there is a difficulty, since the Greek verb has no gender. The
translator here probably took 7 ioxis to be the subject, as the
form of the verb indicates: d>,5 ¥y laiuws, cisdus. Ifhe
had consulted either the Hebrew or the Syriac, he would not
have fallen into this error.

Personal names are not simply transliterated but turned
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into the native idiom; e. g. NaBovyodoreodp, J..L.:é, Mo,
SV TaBpop, J.;_J,..-. The only name that requires explan-
ation is the rendering of “AueAadd 111. Professor Montgomery
appears to have solved this name; 89D is for original “YS3D,
probably Pael pplL; it is not a name but an official title. The
reading of the Syriac according to the Urmia and Ceriani editions,
3 gas0 and the Arabic y.olie, agree in having the correct tradi-
tion of the root "¥8).” The word, therefore, means ‘protector,
keeper’. This is due rather to a tradition than to Syriac influence.
In the case of geographical names we find that they are
not slavishly transliterated, but rendered accurately into their
Arabic equivalents. Thus 12, Zenadp is d‘ | (Irak); 3 97,

év 1 xopg Bafuhevos is Joby i)’f & 82 & xépa Adap
is )',nyl i)’f Ls. (Ahwaz). Another instance that our author of
the Arabic version knew his geography is found in 9 43; here

xai Aifdwv xai Aiomwy is represented by U‘:‘-‘J") i;;‘J,. Natar-
ally he experienced no difficulty in 11 41: "Edou xai MeaB sai
apyn view " Appidv; \;’7‘;‘ & ;d..), ..,j,-, psol. But note that
he correctly writes the & in "Appdv (OP).

Once, however, we note an error in his interpretation of a
geographical name. In 11 16, for év T4 9% Toi cafeip, where
A aud 106 have oafBpeip, it seems that his manuscript read
aaPaely, zaBaei, or cafely, as in 11 41. At any rate the Arabic

translation is _yaaslo w3y o ‘in the land of the Sabaeans.
In 11 41, for caBaely, the margin of 36 has ZaBael and V,

aaPelv. In this verse he likewise translates, g:.e-"-e o
Apparently the strange word offered him no serious difficulty,
since his rendering, ‘Sabaeans’, takes advantage of a name
which sounded approximately like cafBaelv.” The Sabaeans, of
course, were a well-known people, and so he naturally lighted
upon this interpretation. Now it is possible that in 11 16 his
text read cafeip; in that case he came to his rendering by a
comparison with verse 41.

9 Cf. aleo 1148, el &0y cufachy Fywr.
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On the whole the Arabic version is a faithful and accurate
translation. Still we come across passages where the rendition
is influenced by the translator’s individual interpretation. In
8 25, xai 6 {vyos Toi xhotoi avroi karevdurei, praiien ;’...p‘! i3y
it appears that he explained the verse by a reminiscence of
Isaiah 9 (4)3, didTe apriprrar 6 Loyds 6 éx' avriov xeimevos for
which the Hebrew has 730 %

In 11 24, we have another instance where the translator's
interpretation shows that his work was based only upon the
Greek and that he did not refer to the Hebrew or the Syriac;
xai wovjoer 4 oux éxoinoav of waTépes atrov xai of waTépes TV
Tarc'pmv avTov* rpovouﬁv xai gxAa xai l71rupEw avTois Jma'rop-

mel P P;L..g, L-.q..v *nbl »Lﬂ n,Ln' Xaisas I" () e
S P“J UT"") According to this reading we see that the trans-

lator understood wpovouny xai oxiAa as in apposition with the
preceding, i. e. & ovx ewoinoav. If he had known Hebrew or
Syriac, he would huve construed the three nouns as the direct

objects of u;l._p The syntax of the Greek, however, allowed

him to solve the apparent difficulty in this manner.

It appears that in 6 (18)17, wos wy GAAowdp rpayua év T
Aavuj), the meaning was not clear to the trauslator, or the
literal significance of dA\\oiwOn made nonsense to him. So he
evades the dilficulty and does not commit himself to a definite
neaning: JL3low )"" Sdas Ay,

There are, however, instances which are not merely coloured
by individual interpretation, but errors due either to misreading
the text or to actual mistakes in the Greek original. We cannot,
of course, in every case determine who made the error, the
scribe of the Greek manuscript or the translator. In 247, occurs
a mistake in the Arabic of the third person for the second;
&re q0unifns dwoxavdai To mvemipiov ToiTo is rendered by

w10 sy Y o) a3Y. Probably we can exonerate
our translator from the error, since manuscript 130 also has
the third person, #éunjfn. For ¢fdpOn, 74, we have Ay
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Evidently this interpretation is based on taking é£f\8ev for 50,
a reading also found in manuscripts 148 and 232. Another

misreading is found in 7 25, where J.q represents xAavjoet, 8
reading occurring also in 33, 36, 89, 90, 91, and 238. This is
an error for makaudoer. An error not found in any manuseript
according to Holmes-Paraons is met in 9 23, where for é» T¢
pinati the Arabic has &l3 SR evidently this is founded on mis-
reading pouar: for priuar:.

It is rather noteworthy how many of these errors accnmu]nte
in Chapter 11. In 11 14 for éxapBioorras we find
which represents axapbjsorrar. Was it carelessuess on’ the
part of the translator or an error in his mannscnpt? Inll1s
the meaning has been lost by wrongly dividing xpdayeua into
wpos xibua; xai éxyeei wpooxwua is rendered by éJ.s Syéd
._.,l’;dl Holmes-Parsons notes that the same mistake is found
in the Aldine edition. This, however, does not imply that this
reading was represented in any mauuscript; our translator may
have made a similar wrong division independently. For the
error m 11 18, we cannot hold our translator responsible;
xarawaiae is rendered in the Arabic by . 5 2. This goes back
to xaraxavoe:, a reading found in A, Q, and 35 as well as V.
Furthermore in 11 29, avaSijoerar is interpreted by a plural verb,

Q. This may be due either to misreading araSioorra:
or to having a manuscript with thie reading. The addition by

Q in 11 30 of oix dv émeyre is turned into Sy eﬂ_ , whicb
implies that oy was taken for éwws or ds. Of course we cannot
determine who is responsible for the error.

In 11 20, we have a passage which savours of an individual
interpretation or we may have a text whmh is not represented
in our present Greek manuscnpt.s xai avaa-mﬂ-rm & T P‘I’"
avrob 4)v‘rov Tiis Paciielas éxt Tyv érowpaciav avrod npaﬁc

ﬂa(uv wpatrtmv JoEav Bagrelas; il 0 U")" ll.-o' o I'?"b
* kKL b h)..a.u Juﬁ’*u.u.es éJ.g We may ask, Did

the translator have a different text with xai wapafiBdlwr Tov
wpdagorra, or in trying to make sense out of the passage, did
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he arbitrarily make a change? In view of his faithfulness and
honesty in other instaunces, we shall not lay this solecism to his
account.

Although the Arabic frequently corrects A, it does not always
do so. In 811, A rightly reads érapayfn instead of épaxfh.

In this instance the Arabic bas @.,S) which represents a false
reading érdyfy that is actually found in manuscripts 22 and 231.
Likewise in 11 14, A correctly has Aoy instead of Aorwev;
here the Arabic reads LLi,. This was hardly the fault of our
trauslator, since one manuscript of the group, 230, is represented
by Aotxroov, an ancient error also found in B.

An error may creep into the text through the influence of
an adjacent passage or one still freshly in the mind of the trans-

lator. In 2 34, we have an increment in u..l_n-’.H. The name
of thie metal probably found its way into this verse through the
proximity of verses 32 and 35, where it occurs. In 3 3 we have
another instance of the influence of one verse upon another.
Verse 2 has Tupawous xai Tols éw éfovoiiv, while 8 rends
Tipawor peyalor oi ér éfovoiv. The Arabic in 3 has a solecism

which is probably dl-le to the influence of verse 2: u”.(.\.:..ﬂ,
uw' H" w&." »W',. Likewise in 3 22, éxraxAacivg

éx weptroos was added from the nineteenth verse; accordingly
the Arsbic has, Uledl kaew 10 Falf. Similarly é 75 i

of 4 (28) 20, is somehow carried into verse (26) 23, and the Arabic
adds a3, s

In 6 11, there is no Arabic equivalent for pdywr; perhaps this
i8 not an inexplicable omission, since in a series of four nouns
which are practically synonyms, it was easy for one to fall out
either in the Greek original or in the translation. On the other
hand verse 15, which has only three nouns, may have aided in
reducing the four of verse 11 to the same number. In this connexion
we may note that while in 515, Q adds xaAdaiot, the Arabic does
not in this instance follow Q, which here departs from the group.

At this point we may turn to 9 15, Judprouey, sroufoauer;
in verse 5 occur juaprouev, Nduwicauev, fvowirauev. Nome of
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our group has the three verbs, but it occurs in a number of
manuscripts, among which are 130 and one of the Lucianic

group, 48. In both verses the Arabic goes, LiJib Ui 3t Llhat.
It is easier to suppose an influence from verse 5 than depend-
ence on a manuscript outside our group.

Another difficulty may be solved by supposing the influence
of an adjacent passage. In 9 26, xai uera Tas éBdouddas rae
efiwovra 8o, it appears that the translator had the Greek of
the previous verse in mind: éBdouades éxra xai éBdouddes fi-
«ovra dvo. This probably explains the Arabic: kei| Anyy

s 9 -

* Lg’.ug' ,_.,.e.x.., Mz', &JL-'

The use of glosses in the task of translating into Arabic is
also significant. One scholium ran an interesting course; 4 (18) 10,
é0ecrpow év Gpdpare Tiis vaTos éwi Ths Kofrms pov, xai idov elp
xai dywos. In the margin of 36 elp is defined by éypiyopos.
This annotation eventually found its way into the text, and in
A, 106, and 36 is inserted after uov. The Arabic, however,
represents a better text and translates €ip xai dyios by ,Uni,

Ly 03y
In 813, it appears that a marginal note or a variant reading

came to be incorporated into the text: xai fxovoa éds dyiov
Aahoirros. Manuscript 103 has ayyéhov for ayiov. The Arabic

contains both: LiCxe )Lg.bm 1) WV hia', CARgawy
Evidently the source of our version had both d-yyé\ov and dyiov.

In 10 9, #unv xaTavevvyuévos, the Arabic has an easy render-
ing miaie @iy, One may wonder whether this is a direct
translation of xaTavesvyuévos or whether it was influenced or
aided by a gloss, xaTaghepdueros, as is found in the margin of 36.

In 11 38, we meet what, at first thought, may appear to be
influence from the Peshitta: xai Oeov maw(eiy (A, uaelei); 3
Muis.. Tt is just as reasonable, however, to helieve that Arabic
yiye is derived from a gloss based on f) DYPD. It is interesting

10 C[. 4 (23) %9, where we have the accusative of the same words.
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to note in this connexion that the Arabic employs the same root
a8 the Hebrew.

In 13, we have awo Tav popOoupelv (A, wopOouueiv), where
the Septuagint fitly interprets the Hebrew QMWD by éx Tav
exdéxtar. Theodotion’s transliteration of this word, however,
utterly disguised its meaning, and if our translator had no gloss
in his manuseript on this word, we need not be surprised that
he missed the point. Again it is evident that he did not have re-
course either to the Hebrew or to the Syriac. If the latter, he might
have translated it ‘Parthians’. Is it going too far afield to sup-
pose that our translator made out of it or tried to read into

it awopvrrouévav? At any rate, he rendered it i))’ M o
‘diggers’, ‘farmers.’

As stated before, the Polyglot “Arabic” text belongs to the
OrC group; the evidence is so consistent and conclusive that it
is not necessary to publish all the points of agreement between
our text and the group. It is more important to note the excep-
tions and the solecisms which have no counterpart in the original.
I have also deemed it advisable to note certain apparent excep-
tions which in themselves do not necessarily imply that they go
back to a different text or were represented in any manuseript.
In a subsequent list of these words and pronominal suffixes,
we shall observe that they are due to the translator’s ability to
make a smooth and fluent rendering. It is not probable that
the author of the Arabic version had before him a number of
manuscripts with various readings representing different groups.
Nor do I believe that he selected what in his mind was the
more likely reading from several manuscripts and thereby left
us a conflate text. I should rather think that he had one manu-
script and that on the whole it was a good one; on this he
exerted himself to his utmost ability to produce an accurate
and fluent rendering. In this he has succeeded admirably.

As has been observed before in this essay, we do not have a
literalistic version. Consequently we may allow our translator
freedom of various kinds in minor details. We are not justified
in expecting that every Arabic word should have its exact
counterpart in the Greek. We find, accordingly, a number of
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expressions which cannot be used as representing a definite
reading in the Greek original. Thus in 2 11, PJ‘ L) Jo’ ot for

uera wdans capxos hardly has any textual value. Nor does the
demonstrative for the definite article mean anything; e. g., 344,

A5 WGV b & Tais dudpais; 129, LT sde, of Adyor.
The use of the conjunction ‘and’ proves nothing; the translator
may insert it occasionally for a smoother reading; e. g., 3 1,

’..‘.‘..E Kol xas by for &rovs oxTwxaderaTov. “In 3 4, in-
stead of the asyndet(;n Spiv Néyeras é0vm, Aaoi, Puhai, yAéooa,
the Arabic uses the conjunction, Jaliall, g’-.t...", v
* 0..:!5!,. Examples of the addition or insertion of ‘and’ could
be multiplied, but there is no profit in quoting more specimens.
In 11 29, where A and Q™8 and 106 read xai ovx éoTas &5 5
wpdrrn xai s 5 éoxdTn, the Arabic has, s’,,' e U,.(J U"‘")
ipa ¥l Jis ¥, When the translator adds Y, he introduces
1o new idea; no doubt he made this addition independently for
the sake of clea.rness
In 9 3, Tov Gedv is rendered by sﬁ" {; in 9 4, Tov Oedr uov is

likewise translated by 5@]1 This hard]y means that the writer

of the Arabic had a text in which both verses contained Tov
Oedv uov; he may have been influenced by verse 4, or he may
have added the pronoun becaunse to him it made a smoother
reading. In fact the presence of a pronominal suffix does not
per se connect a passage with a certain group of manuscripts
nor justify us in assuming a colouring from an extraneous group.
When 3 41, xai viv éfaxohovfoiuev év SAn xapdia is represented

by _JAs 3G Sauls )Yy we have a reading found in 51 and
231, but this does not necessanly imply a Lncianic connexion
or influence. In the same verse ¢poSoducOa takea as a direct
object ae; the Arabic has the same pronoun as the object of
the first verb éfaxoAovfoiuev as well; a faithful translator may

make this slight addition, even though the original does not
bave it.
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A preposition with a pronominal suffix as xJ with Ji5 in
4 (10) 16 where the Greek simply has elrev, has no textual signi-
ficance; it may have been added to make a more polished
reading.

In 11 26, duvduets is modified by adroi in 22, 36, 48, 51, 231
of the Lucianic group and by 34 and c; here the Arabic has
&dus. Again, I believe that this does not prove any Lucianic
influence, but that our interpreter was a man of good judgment
and with the addition of the possessive improved his style. For
some other cases of the addition of pronominal suffixes which
cannot be regarded as solecisms, we may note the following
examples: 2 13, 76 dyua, .7"; 2 38, &Swxey Lp.io; 5 20, 5 Tuwd,
mtr( 5 23, both Tods Beols @SzglV, and Tov Gedy, M!, 73,
oToua, x; 11 35, xai Tob éxAéfacbar, f"))L&d' In all these
cases we are probably dealing, not with different readings in
the Greek, but rather with idiomatic renderings. It is evident
that our interpreter, while faithful in his work, could add little
touches and thereby embellish his product.

Now in 312, we find Jleel 6.1.; for ém: Ta &pya; this

certainly is not a literal translatlon. At first I took it as in-
dicating a different text, but probably the word s should

not be taken too seriously. Perhaps the translator only gave
an emphatic touch to his rendering. Conversely in 6 (4)3, é¢p’

oAne Ty Baci\elas avroi is turned into xxfCh,e 61; As we

noticed before, our translator is not bound by sterébtyped forms
in reproducing the thought in Arabic. Did he allow himself a
slight liberty? It is possible that he did, since the general sense
has not been altered.

In the T matddv dydv aivests, we note the following pecu-
liarities of the arrangement of the verses. In the Arabic, 3 84
is left out by parablepsy. Who is responsible, the Greek scribe
or the author of the Arabic version? 3 89 — Arabic 71; 3 70 =
Arabic 72; 3 71 == Arabic 68; 3 72 = Arabic 70. A transposes
verses 73 and 74, but the Arabic does not.

Among the solecisms, there is one case of the transposition
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of a word; 11 35, &ws xaipot wépas. 71 &r1 el xaupdy # ul.f’," J!
* gl‘) Ji Layt ’LG-“Z' ¥

‘We have simplification in 3 9; A, xai JwohaBdvrey efwror N.
79 Bac.; Q, 130, T¢ Bas. N. xai elxrar. Here the Arabic reads
P.IWY) |,JL3,. In omitting NaBovyoedoroadp it has a simplified
reading which is also found in 33 and 149.

In 6 (22) 21, xai elwev Aawi\ T Baohei Baokes, by haplo-

graphy the Arabic omits the dative; wlo)i Lgat JLilo JUis.

There are also a few additions which are unique to the
Arabic text and which deserve our comsideration: 11 20 has
been considered ahove; 12 8, JLiaYf s i L.,.

There is also a list of omissions which are unique to the
Arabic text:

112, xai 30wp wwpeba;

2 11, Bapis

3 &4, omission of the whole verse by parablepsy;

5 11; ud<ywr has been treated abave;

7 27, xai Uraxaiaovrai

8 18, éxi Tow yiy

11 35, xai dxo Tay TuviévTwy

12 4, xai oppayaaor To BiBNiov.

Although the Arabic recension is a good representative of
the OrC text, there are some readings that must be explained
from another source. For O 313, xai 7 ooy TOU
Baoéws, the Lucianic group as represented by 22, 36, 48, b1,
and 231 reads: «ai of dvdpes éxeivos FxOnoav. On the other hand,
the OrP group as is indicated by 23, 62, and 147 reads: xai o
dfpowor fxbnoar. The following is the Arabic rendering:

ol ool |,.¢5.i JL;.}" 64;!;',. I cannot stress the demon-

strative in the Arabic, as we have previously noted, but here
we have either an OrP reading or Lucianic influence.

In two cases we meet distinct traces of the OrF group. Thus
in 8 5, the addition ! b is reprosented by é Zovoos,
an ancient dittograph for the following owisy, in 62 and 147;
also in 130 with which X frequently agrees. In 10 4, there is
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a plus yhe Ll ma ¥ Which is also found in 62 and
147, év T¢ Scrw xal dexdry Frei; this probably came in from 31,
“Erovs oxrexaidexdrov. In this connexion compare the Vetus
Latina," #n XVI anno, which doubtless is a corruption of the
above.
In 4 (s) 6, we have a Lucianic addition: xai v olycpiow
avTol eixov pot + xat ai épécmc T xehakiis uov: ;l.?_,U J..'i,
< i i 1 t. L -
§..') )..bl.u,. This plus is found Q1 (subt. lineas) and the follow

ing members of the Lucianic group: 22, 36, 48, and 231,
Holmes-Parsons cites no other manuscripts as having this
reading.

The Septuagint, as we should expect, has not been without
its influences on our text. Let us note the following instances:
82, O, éxi oi OJfaN; 3 8 INA&al N ; G wpos T TNy
Aikdu; 83, O, éoraris 7po Toi OvBa) ; &, arévarr: Tiis TN}
5, Nda] pyo pLd; 816, O ava uéoor Toi OvBdN. We need
not assume in these passages auy influence of §; @ translates
53 by wAn which is similar in meaning to I4al. From
this rendering of the Septuagint, which probably appeared as
a gloss in our translator’s manuscript, we have in the three

verses, ya 5..", ‘a hall, passage, antechamber.’

Next in order comes 10 21, O, xai ovx &rrw €le avreyduevos
uet éuov; &, xai obleis fv 6 Ponddy uer éuot; A bi s N
sde J.ai O & Oeluy. Now while Theodotion's dvr-
exOpevos is a translation of £ 'Y PINND, it is extremely doubtful
whether the author of A could have made such a lucid render-
ing without 6 Bonfav of the Septuagint which, if not in the text
of the translator's manuscript, existed at least in a marginal
note.

Let us now consider 11 4, O xai oix els Ta érxaTa avroi;
6, od xara Tiv d\eoy avrob, No doubt in turning els into Arabic
\s, the translator was influenced by @, xara.

There may also be some @ influence which is represented
in Q. No doubt it had found its way into the group and so has

tt Ranke, Par Palimpsestorum Wirceburgensium, Vienna, 1871



GEBMAN: THE “POLYGLOT” ARANIC TEXT OF DANIEL ETC. 349

left its traces in A. Tn this category, let us torn to 5 14, &1
xveipa Oeos év ool. Q and the Lucianic manuscripts, 29, 36,
48, 51, 231 insert dyiov after Oeov. No new idea, in fact, is
added here; the meaning of wretua Oeoi necessarily implies
dyiov as & matter of course. The supplementary word may have
found its way into the text from a gloss which was a self-evident
definition or possibly a reminiscence of @, 5 12, xai Tweiua dyov
& avTd éori. At any rate Arabic renders it as follows: ey o'

Ead g RS a1

In 1010, A and Q* read éxi TG ydvard pov xai Tapoots
xeipdv pov. Instead of xeipdv pov, the margin of Q has woder
pov, which no doubt is derived from &, éxi Ta iy Tév Toddy
sov. This is represented in the Arabic, gl?) .Iol.:.nl, gh)} §1.=
Three passages, however, cannot be satisfactorily explained
without Pesbitta influence; 10 5, ©, é&vdeduuévos Baddeiv; @, évde-
dupévos Bioowa; & 1ALl é‘&:& wuih A i";.(\.?',J' e H
126, O, 7% evdedvuévy Ta Paddely; @, 6 wepiBeSAnuéve Ta
Bisowa; § 1buti Gadad il AUy Ll oI, Cf.
also 12 7. There is no doubt that we are confronted by a literal
translation from the Peshitta. Bdoowa of the Septuagint in it-
gelf alone could hardly be the basis of the Arabic rendering.

In this case I believe that the translator did not refer to the
Peshitta. Several observations previously stated in this essay
have confirmed me in this opinion. We may wonder whether
the Syrian Arabic recension to which reference has been made
in this article, existed before this time and whether he was ac-
quainted with that version. Doubtless he had access to an
Anrabic edition which originated in Syria. The Arabic trans-
lations of the Scriptures certainly did not have ouly a local in-
fluence. For example, the translation of the Gospels by Isaak
Velasquez of Cordoba had found its way to the East." The
literary intercourse between the various portions of the Arabic-
speaking world is remarkable.

While A is a member of the OrC group, it is far from being

13 Graf, op. cit., 18-%0.
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its best representative; 106 usually agrees with A, This study
has conclusively revealed the fact that X has fewer errors than
A and is a better representative of the group. In many instances
A corrects serious errors in A, In two instances, however, 811,
and 11 14, as we have seen above, where A is correct, the Arabie
errs in departing from it. A list of the cases where A does not
agree with A will be given below: in all these examples A
follows the group. This enumeration of important readings
where X and the group coincide, but differ from A, shows at a
glance the unique importance of A in making any textual study
of OrC: 1 10; 2 34,35; 3 1,9, 15, 17, 28; 4 (9) 6, (14) 11, (33) 80, (34)
81; b9, s,0,16 21,23; 74,7,10,13,17; 810, 20; 93,12 21; 10 12,
16, 19, 38, 37, 40, 45; 12 4; 12 10, omission of éxhevxavBiaw by A.

The position of Q in the OrC group has also been reenforced
by this study of the Arabic version. Although Q shows some
independence of readings, it is a member of the OrC group.
In 25, its addition of @wayyeiAqré uot is not represented in X ;
in b 15, its insertion of Xa\daio: is not translated in A; in 5 3,
Qme agrees with A in omitting Tov Geo’, which A translates.
These, however, are only a few instances in comparison with
the overwhelming number of agreements between A and Q.
Thus, for example, in 3 9, and 4 (8) 8, A agrees with Q 1 (subt. lineas),
Qmg, 12 10, adds éxAevkavfdaw, which A omits, but X translates.
In 89, the change of dvvauw to diow was easy enough on ac-
count of the other two directions, vdTos and draroly, found in
this verse according to the reading of the group. Here Q and
230 both have xpos 7y dbaw, which is also found in A. ‘3'1

g__.).d |. In 810, Q, 42, and 230 correctly have rai cwverdarnoer

avrd, which A renders by g1y, Cf. £ conculcavit.’® Thus
the correct reading has been perpetuated in a few widely
separated texts. In 95, the word order of Q agrees with OrF in
23, 62, and 147 and with the Lucianic group in 22, 36, 48, and
231. In this case, however, A and Q also agree. The figures
before the verbs show how literal the Arabic is, even in the
word order: Q, (1) #uapToue, (2) Mvoujraue, (3) dunloauey,

13 Ranke, op. cit.
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(4) nioePrioauev, (5) xai axéaruer, (6) xai éfehivaner; Llhai (1)
Laay (6) Loels, (6) Lisb @) Lkl (3) it @)

This study of the “Polyglot” Arabic text of Daniel proves
that the Arabic recension is a member of the OrC group. It
is vastly superior to A and beyond a doubt is the best represent-
ative of the group that we now possess. In the past the valne
of the Arabic Bible was not appreciated becanse it is a version
of a version. It is evident, however, that such a prejudice has
po foundation and that not much has been lost in this trans-
lation. The Arabic language is in its spirit so well adapted for
making an exact rendering of the Greek that we have in this
book a faithful model of the OrC group. It is an excellent
translation, and while it is literal, it is pot literalistic. For this
reason the text of the Melchite Church has a unique value in
Old Testament textual criticism.
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